This essay borrows Z izěk's interpretation of racism which combines the Marxist and psychoanalytic perspectives to read Shakespeare's The Merchant of Venice. I argue that Shylock, the Jewish usurer, embodies both the structural contradiction of capitalism and the social contradiction which characterizes the Venetian setting torn by capitalism and Christianity. As Shylock exposes these contradictions which the Christian Venetians refuse to confront, he is destined to be a scapegoat. From the Marxist point of view, the survival of capitalism relies on incessant production, which also means incessant investment of capital. Therefore, an active financial system is requisite to sustain the prosperity of capitalism. Paradoxically, this necessary condition of capitalism which facilitates the maximum use of cash is also its inherent vulnerability: once the circulation of cash is disrupted, it can lead to the crisis of the overall domino-effect collapse. The usury represented by Shylock indeed reflects such inherent contradiction of capitalism. Also, usury, which excludes any human factor and only engages the direct monetary exchange, also contradicts the Christian orthodox belief of generosity and unrequited devotion. These central Christian values are certainly questioned as Bassanio's courtship of Portia, based on his disguised wealth, is indistinguishable from a profitable enterprise. From the psychoanalytic point of view, Shylock's fascination with money and revenge also mirrors the Christians' clandestine longing for these two forbidden enjoyments. However, what is more puzzling and hostile to the Christians is Shylock's paranoid insistence on bloody revenge beyond the concern of monetary gains, "che vuoi," an unexplainable desire of the other. Therefore, Shylock the other must be vanquished, by converting him to Christianity, in other words, by homogenizing him, to disguise the Christians' problematic of desire.
The Jewish question is paradoxically old and new. To the western civilization, it is a haunting specter which never leaves but always returns unexpectedly. It is also a question which various modern theories try to answer. The Jewish question is an issue which the Slovenian theorist Slavoj Z izěk has repeatedly articulated his concern with. Even though the issue seems to be exhausted, Z ižek's approach is still distinctive for the combination of Marxism and Lacanian psychoanalysis. Shakespeare's The Merchant of Venice is an old text whose racial issue has received much discussion in the recent decades. The application of Z ižek's contemporary theoretical framework to the Elizabethan play helps to further clarify the function of the controversial character Shylock the Jewish usurer in the Christian context.
Previous scholarship has seen Shylock as the incarnation of capitalism. Draper reads the symbolic meaning of Shylock against the historical background of Elizabethan economic reality, which underwent a transition from feudalism to capitalism. Shylock represents capitalism, while Antonio the medieval ideal (39). Draper boldly argues that the conflict between Shylock and Antonio is a purely economic one, irrelevant of race and religion (39). The conclusion of the play signifies the triumph of this medieval ideal over the spirit of capitalism.
Even though the economic issue plays a significant role in the play, Draper simplifies the complex relationship between Shylock and Antonio and downplays the anti-Semitism in the play. If Shylock represents a "modern capitalist" who only cares about profit as Draper claims, why does he insist to require one pound of Antonio's flesh instead of any monetary repayment? Shylock's maniac demand is, as Cohen describes, "beyond the bounds of rationality and against the practices of a ruthless modern business man" (Cohen 75) . If the enmity between Shylock and Antonio is only due to their conflict of economic ideals, why does Antonio require Shylock to be converted into Christianity rather than just to give up his occupation of usury? These examples demonstrate that Shylock's conflict with Antonio involves factors other than economics.
To clarify Shakespeare's attitude towards capitalism, Cohen finds the portrayal of Shylock contradicts economic reality in the Venetian society at that time. The Jews of Venice, according to him, "contributed to the early development of capitalism not as usurers but as merchants involved in an international, transEuropean economic network" (75). The Jew of Venice, instead of being the despised usurer, became the respectable merchant. Shakespeare's obsolete characterization of Shylock in fact reflects the Elizabethan English's anxiety toward Jews, the racial, religious and economic other. In Cohen's view, Shylock and Antonio represent not new capitalism and old feudalism but "Jewish quasi-feudal fiscalism" and "native bourgeois mercantilism" (76). Even though Draper and Cohen disagree upon what economic forms Shylock and Antonio should embody respectively, they both agree that Shakespeare's depiction of the conflict between the two reflects the transition to capitalism in contemporary Elizabethan England when the need for a great amount of cash was generated. 1 Both critics cite contemporary religious tracts and legal regulations to prove how usury was condemned at that time. But still they acknowledge the necessary existence of usury in promoting the later banking system and enabling economic prosperity. Draper's and Cohen's views are opposite, but they interpret the characters of Shylock and Antonio by allocating them to different representations of economic systems. But the threat posed by Shylock should be explained not only by his business model different from the Christians' but also by his racial and religious "other," which jeopardizes the Christians' identity. The complexity of Shylock's contradictory position in the play should not be reduced to only an economic function.
Approaching the Shakespearean Jewish question in a racial and religious way, Adelman accurately observes that The Merchant of Venice is permeated by Christians' anxiety over whether they share the same lineage with Jews and whether converted Jews can be successfully incorporated into Christian society (36). For the Venetian Christians, it is this kind of sameness within differences, differences within sameness which arouses their extreme fear and anxiety. According to Adelman, Shylock the Jew mirrors the stranger within the Venetian Christians. Adelman observantly sees Christians' anxiety over the collapse of boundary between Jews and them. But she focuses on the racial and religious issues too much to take into account Shylock's economic function.
To see Shylock as a mirror and a scapegoat is certainly nothing unprecedented. Recognizing the danger of the traditional liberalists' way to vindicate Shylock by highlighting his humanitarian portrait, Girard approaches the role analysis of Shylock by observing the undifferentiation between the Christians and Shylock the Jew as the famous "Which is the merchant and which is the Jew?" clearly indicates (IV.i. 175). However, he limits the similarity they share only to their moral defects such as greed and eagerness to revenge. Without analyzing how Shylock's position as a double of the Christians leads to his fate of being a scapegoat, Girard suddenly leaps to the simplified contention that Shylock is a scapegoat (97). Therefore, Halpern points out the weakness of Girard's argument since this indistinguishability between the Christians and the Jew seems only to suggest that they are equally corrupted: being Jewish becomes a measure of evilness, a label of downfall (Halpern 179) . It is reasonable that Halpern doubts the critical perspective of Shylock's image as a mirror and a scapegoat. However, I am not satisfied that the issue of Shylock's mirror and scapegoat is only reduced to a question of morality as Girard's supposition that the Christians see their evil in Shylock's evil. In my opinion, Shylock reflects not just the Christians' moral corruption, but more subtly, the problematic of the Christians' desire, which also involves the structural problem of capitalism. These two issues of desire and capitalism, the fundamental concerns of psychoanalysis and Marxism, are the theoretical framework adopted by Z ižek to explore the Jewish question. In this paper, borrowing Z izěk's Lacanian reinterpretation of racism to examine how the conflicts between the Christians and Shylock the Jew in The Merchant of Venice demonstrate their respective relation of enjoyment to the Thing , I would like to argue that the Christians' hostility to Shylock is due to the fact that Shylock possesses the two enjoyments, money and revenge, which are desired by the Christians but can never be fulfilled openly in the Venetian society split by capitalism and Christianity. Thus Shylock is necessary to be scapegoated to avoid the Christians' direct confrontation with their inner contradiction.
The distinction of Z izěk's approach to anti-Semitism is his reexamination of the anti-Semitism in the light of the Lacanian conception of the desire of the other. Racism, as Z izěk defines in "Enjoy Your Nation as Yourself!", is a more instinctive reaction than a result of the ideological manipulation (Tarrying with the Negative 201-05). To retrace the root of racism, Z izěk brings the Lacanian conception of jouissance to illustrate racists' psychological mechanism. According to Z izěk, national identification should not be simplified as symbolic identification, but is upheld by the fantasy that we, a certain group of people, have a privileged accessibility to the "Thing." The Thing, though too abstract to describe, is ubiquitously present in the detail of everyday life. In other words, it is difficult to conceive the Thing idealistically, but is easy to perceive it as "our way of life," a community's unique way to organize their enjoyment such as the habits and customs of eating, drinking, dressing and dwelling (Tarring with the Negative 201). Therefore, it demands no political instigation but a nuanced difference of an exotic smell to provoke one's hatred to another ethnic group. This instinctive antipathy is fully exemplified by Shylock's emphasized incompatibility with the Christians' habits and impossibility to have any relationship beyond transaction when Bassanio invites him to have a meal with him:
. . . to smell pork, to eat of the habitation which your prophet the Nazarite conjured the devil into? I will buy with you, sell with you, talk with you, walk with you, and so following. But I will not eat with you, drink with you, nor pray with you . . . (I. iii. 29-33) Bassanio's benevolent invitation receives, instead of a positive and polite reply, a scathing and aggressive ridicule. The intensity of Shylock's response is probably perceived as a narrow-minded overreaction at first sight. However, his purposeful distinguishing eating, drinking and praying from the Christians, if interpreted based on the conception of enjoyment, is understandable since these activities embody "our way of life" the most. It is this shared accessibility that consolidates the cohesion of the community and constitutes their national and racial identity. However, this possessive enjoyment of privileging the Thing is also accompanied by the anxiety that the Thing is constantly menaced and stolen by the Other and this anxiety becomes the racist hatred to other ethnic groups. Z izěk further reveals that the imputation of the stolen enjoyment to the Other in fact suggests that the Thing is forever inaccessible to us. The belief that our Thing is stolen by the Other is only invented to enable us to avoid confronting the disillusioning fact that we never possess the Thing. The imputation of the stolen enjoyment to the Other only mirrors our lack (Tarring with the Negative 201).
Z izěk also observes the connection between anti-Semitism and capitalism as Fascists always impute the symptom of capitalism, an excess of production, to Jews (Tarring with the Negative 210). Despite the victimization shared by Shylock and his descendants persecuted by fascists, the initial reading of The Merchant of Venice is incongruous with Z izěk's observation on the scapegoating of the Jews for the inner antagonism in capitalism with Shylock's situation. While Fascists impute the excess of production inherent in capitalism to Jews, the accusation Shylock provokes against the Christian community is, by contrast, due to the non-productivity of his usury enterprise. Despite the same circumstances of being a scapegoat, Shylock is charged by a different or even opposite crime compared with his Jewish descendants persecuted by Fascists. Shylock's usury is apparently irrelevant to the excess of productivity as the inner antagonism of capitalism mentioned by Z izěk; they are, as a matter of fact, inextricably interconnected.
What Shylock represents, the loaning enterprise, which later evolves into the complicated and mature financial system, preconditions the recurrent circuit of excessive production. The normal operation of capitalism, according to Z ižek, is carried on by this abnormal excessive production, its "inherent structural imbalance" (Tarring with the Negative 209). While Z ižek exposes the inner antagonism of capitalism which repeats the Sisyphus-like expansion of production, the realm Z ižek does not continue to explore is the investment of capital entailed by the aggrandizement of production.
The invested capital before being accumulated to a certain extent, is irrecoverable. Therefore, the initial investment necessitates later growing contribution to the enterprise. The intermission of investment only renders preceding expenditures in vain. In The Merchant of Venice, in persuading the loyal and generous friend Antonia to sponsor him Bassanio capitalizes upon the shaft allegory to stress the inevitability of persistent investment in his extravagant disguise purposed for the entrepreneurial courtship to Portia: "…when I had lost one shaft, / I shot his fellow of the selfsame flight / The selfsame way, with more advised watch, / To find the other forth; and by adventuring both, / I oft found both…" (I.i. 143-147). Analogous to the loss of the first shaft, the initial investment is destined to be irrevocable unless the second shaft-the following investment-is shot. Only by continuing to invest can Bassanio recover his costs and even earn profits; in other words, he can win Portia's heart. Bassanio's wish is actualized since Portia willingly shares her property with her husband. However, since the vicious circles of both the excess of production and of the interlocking demand of capital venture must remain constantly revolving to sustain the operation of capitalism, where is such great amount of money available to supply the incessant and various economic activities? The capitalism´s answer is the financial system, which guarantees the perennial accessibility of capital, the fluent and dynamic circulation of capital and most importantly, maximum utilization of capital. The representation of this financial system in The Merchant of Venice is Shylock the usurer, to whom Antonio is able to resort to transform the unsold merchandise into cash for Bassanio.
However, since many achievements of productions depend on debts and borrowings, the prosperity of capitalism constructed under the mechanism of the effective and efficient exploitation of capital is essentially as vulnerable and even illusive as Bassanio's spendthrift image which is sustained by the capital obtained by Antonio's mortgage loan. Also, this prosperity is haunted by the inherent crisis, which explodes once the mechanism malfunctions, once the rule of financial market is violated, that is, once the circulation of capital is disrupted as Antonio's merchandise destroyed by the storm. This disaster embodies the structural weakness of the financial system in the capitalist society, where every use of capital is interconnected and any disruption of the circulation of capital can lead to the overall dominoeffect collapse of the financial system. Shylock's enjoyment of profiting from usury, which elicits the Christians' antipathy, in fact reflects what they desire but forever remains prevented. Shakespeare's Venetian society, where Christianity and capitalism coexist, is essentially contradictory. The conflict between the fundamental Christian doctrine of unrequited devotion and the capitalist spirit of maximizing self-interest erupts in the Christians' confrontation against Shylock, who incarnates both an ethnic minority and an occupation against the commandment of Christianity. The controversy of Shylock's usury is the purest form of capitalism which excludes any human factor and only engages the direct monetary exchange. The incompatibility between Christians' views on fortune gathering and Shylock the Jew's is clearly indicated in Antonio's negotiation with Shylock over his loaning. It is suggested that the feud between the two can be traced back to Antonio's founding of the nonprofit financial organization to provide the interest-free loaning to the poor and Antonio's charity obviously threatens the survival of Shylock's occupation. Antonio's adage …lend it not As to thy friends; for when did friendship take A breed for barren metal of his friend? But lend it rather to thine enemy Who, if he break, thou mayst with better face Exact the penalty contains not only an ironical advice to Shylock but also a Christian doctrine that a Christian's devotion, even a pecuniary one, should be unrequited (I.iii. 129-34). Antonio also realizes this adage by supporting Bassanio's courtship to Portia as he almost loses his life for his friendship. However, the Christian doctrine of unrequited devotion and selfless sacrifice becomes questionable when their practices are further scrutinized. Antonio's generous aid to Bassanio and his self-sacrifice for friendship seem to be unconditional and selfless; however, they have been interpreted by Sinfield as Antonio's strategy to compete for Bassanio's love to Portia when Antonio is at a disadvantage in the love game. 2 The competitiveness between Antonio and Portia is accentuated by Bassanio's claim that he is willing to desert everything including Portia to rescue Antonio and also by Antonio's persuasion that Bassanio should give up the ring to value Antonio's love "'against your [Bassanio's] wife's commandment" (IV.i. 464). Another example of Christian generosity is Portia's sharing of property with Bassanio. Even though this sharing can be considered sincerer than Antonio's, this virtue falls prey to Bassanio's manipulation to guarantee the eventual fiscal return of his wooing. And this indistinguishability between love and venture is implied by Gratiano's metaphor that the Venetian merchants are "the Jasons," who "have won the fleece" (III, ii.247) 3 . Lim insightfully points out that "economic and commercial interests generate the effect of compromising any idealism that may be attached to the various forms of human relationships dramatized in the play" (359). In Shakespeare's Venice, love, generosity and self-sacrifice are exploited as effective means of profit calculation, or these virtues embellish the profit-oriented motivation and action.
Therefore, the merchants of Venice, who can enjoy seeking profit only in a covert and detouring way, are essentially as acquisitive as Shylock. Read from Z izěk's perspective, Shylock's usury, an explicit enjoyment of accumulating personal wealth whose accessibility is only privileged by the Christians in their fantasy, is naturally accused as stealing the Christians' enjoyment. Therefore, Shylock's scapegoating is unavoidable as the Christians impute the deprivation of such an enjoyment to Shylock.
Shylock's enjoyment exposes the split of the Christian merchants' subjectivity between the orthodox Christian doctrine and the spirit of capitalism. The Venetian society, characterized by the inner antagonism between Christianity and capitalism, has to make sure its operation to be normal and peaceful. Therefore, it is necessary to ascribe this antagonism to Shylock the outsider.
Shylock, on the one hand, is scapegoated by this antagonism; on the other hand, he is the necessary existence to support the fantasy of the consistency and integrity of the Venetian Christian community. Paradoxically, even though Shylock's lucrative concern as his top priority stimulates the Christians' animosity to him, his refusal to take the lucrative factor as the first priority aggravates the Christians' 2 See Alan Sinfield's "How to Read The Merchant of Venice without Being Heterosexist" in Alternative Shakespeares, Volume 2, ed. Terence Hawkes (London: Routledge, 1996), p. 123-39. 3 The idea, though deriving from Girard, has one major distinction. While Girard notices "the parallel between the amorous venture of Bassanio and the typical Venetian business of Antonio" in the metaphor," I emphasize the binary nature of love and transaction in their respective pursuits (92). Bassanio's courtship is also a pursuit of wealth, and Antonio states his property to prove his love to Bassanio. loathing, which is even infused with terror when Shylock insists on executing Antonio's penalty of cutting one pound of flesh. Here Shylock's another enjoyment-taking revenge-is more abhorrent than his enjoyment of earning money for the Christians. Indeed, being informed of Antonio's bankruptcy, Shylock unrestrainedly expresses his pleasure: ""I am very glad of it. I'll plague him; I'll torture him. / I am glad of it" . The causes of the chronic enmity between Shylock and Antonio, which include their rivalry in loaning businesses and Antonio's verbal insult and violence on Shylock, has been sufficiently indicated before. However, when asked about the incentive behind his request, which is beyond Shylock's usual materialistic consideration, Shylock, instead of giving a convincing explanation, emphasizes that his demand is causeless by virtue of a list of metaphors:
You'll ask me why I rather chose to have A weight of carrion flesh than to receive Three thousand ducats. I'll not answer that, But say it is my humor. Is it answered? What if my house be troubled with a rat And I be pleased to give ten thousand ducats To have it baned? What-are you answered yet? Some men there are love not a gaping pig; Some that are mad if they behold a cat; And others, when the bagpipe sings i'th'nose, Cannot contain their urine… So can I give no reason, nor I will not, More than a lodged hate and a certain loathing I bear Antonio . . . (IV.i. 41-62) Shylock's hatred, instead of being a consequence of the traceable conflict between him and Antonio, here degenerates into a primitive congenital maniac repulsion which cannot be comprehended and illustrated by rationality.
According to Z ižek, to the anti-Semitists, Jews, whose desire and enjoyment always remain clandestine and even concealed, pose an eternal enigma. Thus, the fantasy of the Jewish conspiracy is necessary to answer 'che vuoi'-what they want, to fill the blank "opening of the desire of the Other," and to evade the anti-Semitists' incapability of "translating this desire of the Other into a positive interpellation, into a mandate with which to identify" (The Sublime Object 115). The mysterious and ambiguous nature of Jews which marks them as the target of racism stems from the Jewish God, who incarnates the most radical form of this 'che vuoi,' this enigmatic desire of the Other as exemplified by his arbitrary will imposed on Abraham and Job. Furthermore, as Z izěk points out, Jews' persistence in "this enigma of the Other's desire, in this traumatic point of pure 'Che vuoi'" which resists to be "symbolized, 'gentrified', through sacrifice or loving devotion" arouses the anti-Semitic fear and anxiety (The Sublime Object 129).
Indeed, read from this Z izěkian perspective, Shylock's paranoid request for the incision of Antonio's one pound of flesh, which is even not allowed to be substituted for the restitution of tenfold principal, is characterized by irrationality and incomprehensibility of the desire of the Other. Accordingly, Portia's well-known discourse on mercy should be seen as the Christians' endeavors to "symbolize" and "gentrify" Shylock's radical gesture of 'Che vuoi':
The quality of mercy is not strained… It is an attribute to God himself, And earthly power doth then show likest God's When mercy seasons justice. Therefore, Jew, Though justice by thy plea, consider this-That in the course of justice none of us Should see salvation. In this famous quotation, one can see a confrontation between mercy and justice and that between their perspective personifications -Christ and the Jewish God. In contrast with Jewishness, Christianity is "to be conceived as an attempt to 'gentrify' the Jewish 'che vuoi' through the act of love and sacrifice" (The Sublime Object 116) It is the same attempt which Portia intends.
Nevertheless, Portia's exhortation is refused by Shylock. This failure, representative of the failure to "gentrify" the unsettling 'che vuoi', renders the Christians' panic unrelieved. Therefore, the outcome of the judgment is to confiscate Shylock's property, to deprive his enjoyment of the unrestrained accumulation of wealth. This deprivation of the other's enjoyment, which implicitly actualizes the Christians' longed for but thwarted enjoyment of revenge still has to be embellished by the Christian virtues of love and forgiveness as Antonio appeals for a lessening of Shylock's punishment with two other supplementary conditions: Shylock has to convert into a Christian and to bequest his property to his betraying daughter Jessica and her Christian husband Lorenzo. Antonio's request, apparently a gesture of benevolence and mercy, in fact further deprives Shylock's another enjoyment-revenge by imposing such Christian virtues as love, forgiveness, and generosity to Shylock.
As a marginalized Jewish usurer, Shylock, who mirrors the inevitable inner antagonism of capitalism and the Christians' forbidden desire, is destined to be burdened with the guilt avoided by the Christians and to be homologized to render their mutual desire invisible. Shylock's eventual compulsory conversion into a Christian conveys a significant message about his position as a mirror: the Christians only permit Shylock's likeness to them rather than their likeness to Shylock.
